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'} . ‘_ ’ . A REVIEN OF LITERAIURE RELATED TO | e oot
SECONDARY - POST-SECONDARY ARTICULATION: Coe ¢
g COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS AND ERACTTCES LINKING « ‘ ’ .
R SECONDARY AND POST- SECONDARY CURRICULUM*\\ ‘ S
v T "Articulation" ' . ' . R . }.
. ’ . . The teym articulation is"used in a variety of ways, andlits use }n th%s\
-
bk rqport should be c]ar1faed In its most genera1 sense _articulation is often ¥
> - &% i

. ¢ used to mean "the smooth transition of students from one edpcat1ona1 vael to
- ;a another" {Kintzer, 19703/ Willingham, 1972). Impligit in th1s concept is the

. ‘ 4 &

need to systematizebthe activities.inf}uencing all aspects of-student progress

[

o.” " and movement $t114 athers have useq the term to signify "the coordination of.’
educat1ona1,programs (Blocker, 1966) "the process and procedures by which

Jcoord1nat1on is ach1eved" (Kintzer, 1970, 1971), and "the coord1nat1on of a

- ]

) varrety of educatfjnal practices and serv1czs" (Knoe]ﬂ and Medsker, 1965). Iny .

th1s repoFt articullatioi. is used- Qb refer €0 "p]anned programs’and’pract1ces "

wﬁﬁch 1ink secondary and post seoondary curr1cu1a\and 1nvo]ve a h1gh degree of .

systemat1c cdbperatlon between the tWo 1eve1s ‘
. ) 2 R . : . § ¢ ‘. . . o '5
' - ¢ - ¢ L3 N ‘( k/ . . . . .

, ’ 'Background VT SR o .
+ At LR o ‘.9, .

3

. . P Y A v . " s -5‘ M
* ) In the past, there has been little incentive for 3chqo]s and colleges to ,

work together. High schools and cp]1eges have deve]oped as separate, se]f—

N

) -
contained components of the Targer educat1oqa] system P1ncus, 1974, Even .

' communi ty co]ﬁeges wh1ch were or1gina]1y, in many cases, connected 0 secnndary
o'-} \
schoo]s have sohght to separate themse]ves from such ties in the1r quest fo:

~e

N ,recognft1om‘(ﬁleazer, 1973). ,

[14

— p -
. P }

* Note:- -This review is a pre-publication draft.’ Please do not reproduce or
quote without permission of the auther. "FPU ! !
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.Part1cu1ar1y from the post -World war Two per1od unt1ﬁ the n1d 1950‘5, 2 »

- L ,
%here was a significant 1ack of 11nkage betneen the two leveﬂsa The compet1tion

¥

& by h1qh'schoo1s to place their students in a 1|m1ted nunber of, co]]cge openlngs

i

\(.; .

o PN
served to stren@then the high school curriculum. As one outcome, many enter1ng -4
e R " N
co]]ege students found themselves dup11cat1ng academxc work already” taught in " R

¢ high school. They also d15coveyed that much of the teach1ng at the-college?, .
. ~ . ' ¥ [ ’ . -
1ével was handled by graduate student%_who often compared badly with their high “ -
.schaol teachers. During this period of anxiety and activity by the nigh schools

and the students, the colleges werk frequently complacent and aloof (Garnééie,
) N - ] ° » .
1973,¢Spunr, 197§). ' S . s .
. u . ~ J,

Dec11n1ng co]]ege enrollments,. increased cost, and the pr011feratﬁon of a *

. o

variety of new post -secondary options are among the forCes that are he1p1ng to
A . g
“produge new c11mates of coopera ion betwéen secondary and post- secondany insti-
s - G
tutaons $Carne91@ Commission, 1973; omm1ss1on on ._n-Trad1t1ona1 Stud1es,

Gould, Chafrmaa,‘1973) Commun1ty college off1c1aTs suggest that the most .
s1gn1f1cant 1 nkages 1n the next ten years for the1w 1nstrtut1ons w111 be the

secondary, vocatToﬁaﬁ, and communIty schocls from wh1ch they draw their’ ,tudents

L4

(G]eazer, 1973). , In. add1t1on,,¢o11eges are beg1nn1ng,to re-th1nk ser1ou51y s

.(many aspects of the1r curr1cu1um praet1ces in 11ght of the chang1ng student

popu]at1on

Rationale & Impetus'for Articulation

13
The igyestjgatjon and planning of new kinds of opportunities for students
. ¢ . Y o ” ' . ’ ’
. to make sensible; effective, and timely transitions from secondary to post-
L] € . " ¢

.o secondary,education have been {mportant issues for educational planners in recent
years (Carneg1e Comm1§s1on, 1973 Honey, 1973; Rainsford, 1972) ‘Among the

o factors noted by Magill (1 973) that contribute to this concern are that students

™

ére more physiologically, intéllectually, and academically advanced than were

, o0 e . ’ . st
-
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. N " .' - .g - I
'; students aléeneration ago and that entering college freshmen are particularly
C e well advanced 1n the field of genera] education. In addition, "many educators
now acknow]edge that much ]earn1ng takes place outs1de the classroom which can

be evaTuated for acagem1c credit (Angell and Ba11ey, 1974) /(";"“"

N A great deal of ev1dence suggests that conswderab]e curriculum-duplication ,fi

e%1sts, part1cu1ar1y betwgen the last two years of high school and the first two ﬂ
years of college. .Osborn (1928), showed that 17-237 “6f high school physics, ;
“Engltsh and history repeated in college. Russell (1940) found that, on the )

.

P average, a B A. major”in Eng]1sh will have studied Snakespeare S Ju11us Caesar

‘P foyr t1mes dur1ng his tota1 school program. More recently, Blanchard (1971)

. T

conducted an extensive survey of co]]ege and h1gh school curriculum practices E ‘
S and found that nearly one‘th1rd of the <ubJect—matter content during the f1rst

two years of college is mere]y a repet1t1oh of what has a]ready been taught in

h1gh school. That is, one- th1rd of the content of the four areas of college

curr1cu1um (English, science, soc1al stud1es, and math) may be noth1ng more ':

than "high schoo] courses rearranged into a co]]ege course and then offered .

“under a new name, but unmistakably continuing as high school substance"

B (B]anchard 1971, p 17). Although B1anchard and many others recognize that
some repetition of subJect matter ‘may be des1rab1e, such duplication should have
a spec1f1c purpose Unti] better commun1cat1ons charfiels develop such that high

¢ schoo]s and co]]eges can develop some consensus ‘on curr1cu1um p]ann1ng, such . .

Q

11] conce1ved dup11cat1on is likely to continue ; R

New 1nstruct1ona1 roles may be emerging for sécondary schools. Although
: certa1n1y an unsett]ed jssue, more educators are bég1nn1ng to fee] that high

scnoo]s can start to assume more of the respons1b11rty for generai education

-course§'that currently make up a major portion of a student's first two years -

-~

o o A3
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‘ ef college, Crow]ey (1900) cites 1ack of 1nterest amonyg a substant1a] port10n .

-~

. -~

function, and the frequent emphas1s on spec1a1 rather than g era1 educat1on as

-
. ’

reasons favoring such a shift. De Vane (1964)ﬁreported that mov1n;;more of thé’
A
respons1b111ty of deve10p1ng baszc corpetenc1es in English compos1t1on and

>

i
of college faculty rn th1s area of teach1ng,‘the dominant statds.of the research - }
]

fore1gn languages to the high schoo]s wuu]d probably benef1t h1gher educat1on

L d

Other forces promoting better articulation are ‘those which focus 'on the
econom1c aspects of 1nadequatecoord1nat1onbetweén school. and co11ege Ne]Son .
(1972), at a. recent meeting of the Upper Madwest Association fon_Gol]ege A’ o-

.Reg1strars and Admissions 0ff1cers, notes that 1eg1s]ators ai ¢ becom1ng incredas- - -

ingly concerned abcut the rising costs of educat1on "and arc not happy about anyk o

9 .
. ” .

-

waste or s11ppage w1th new forms of h1gher educat1on gaining recog11t1on e
. %

-

-

( .g., Un1verslty w1thout.wa11s, pr1vate occupat1ona1 and business schoo]s,

-~ » , '

home study, the'externa1 degree), c011eges, 1f they are to survive, muét find

2N

ways of better. servwng the 1arge number of students who are se]ect1ng these o ~ s

options more and: more (Ne]son, 1972 "Ins1de Educ&%1on", June, 1974) Us1ng ‘ L

1965-66 figures, slanchard (1971) ca]cu]ates that, because’ of the extent of e s

A . L

overlapping subject materﬁa], nearly 3 m11110n freshmen and sophomores enroiled

in pubiic and private institut{ons ‘of higher educatibn are nayingAtuitJOn and A
required fees of over §426'm111ion do]]ars.for course content which their parents
have a]Feady-reimbursed the'state for during their ;hin's'secondary edugattbn,

Many high schools have allowed, indeed active]y.encouraged;,acadehicélly
capable students‘té take neavy eourse schedules throughout their first thre
years. As a result,, high school students often cohp]efe requireméngs for. o

. graduat{on as junjors or find themselves hith only one or two required subjects

" in their senior year. - ’ - - - o




.."..g,.’.‘ '. : ) : ‘ K
A o j - V)
fi- Even given :he sseemingly eXC1t1ng prospect of ear]y graduat n or 11ght
sFnier year course 1oads, a number of prob]ems have emerged Bowen (1973) notes.
that "the 30 year old practice of early graduat1on from high schoo] and ear1y !

Ny

adm1ss1on to co]]ege may be de51rab1e for some students bpt doesn't work for

allswho qualify and may have a bad. effect on secondary schoo]s ReT%ted]y,

- <"

. parents often want the1r ch1loren to remain in schoel 1n the 1ooa1 commun1ty for

o ” ’

ethé‘full four ears and wan! the schoo]s to "beef-up” the senJor,year. Teachef's
80mp}aﬁp‘that’it s "difficult to motivate jun%ors and seniors after they have

been accepted to college. Adm1n1strators are not happy about losing mdny of the1r

Qﬁtter students, a 10$s wh1ch directly aff ects state and federal aid and wh1chf
: . /

, may reduce teach1ng p051t1ons Students often 1ook forward to th? extracurrrcu]ar
xact1v1t1es “of the senior’ year which are lost with the ear]y graduation option,

.
. .

It is becoming’ 1ncrea51ngly ev1dent that, high schools and co]]eges can no 1onger

i [N -

A

stand wor]ds apart in educat1ona1 plann1ng and that tHe ineffective coordnnat1on
and trans1t1on between\secondary and post- Secbndary educatlon will have’ to be

.
« -
.

dea]t w1th 1mag1nat1ge1y.* P - : .

. - % =~ % o

“

a

- [ « N * .

I * -
Models of‘ﬂrt1ou1at1on\ T .

o As noted eailier, articulation as used. 1n this paper reférs to "cooperat1ve

- v ’

programs and pract1ces 11nk1ng secondary and post—secondary curr1§u1um Other

¥

‘ I
¥ v

' categorles of school co]Tege articulation, such as shar1ng of facilities and o

3
serv1ces, joint adv1sory programs, student counse11ng, and tutor1a1 arrangements

also represent Jmportant joint ventures (Buder, 1974, Carneg1e Comm1ss1on, 1973,

! G]eazer‘1973) Becauselof the recent forces prev1ous]y d1scussed d1rect aid,

L and gu1dance from comn1ss10ns foundat1ons, (Carnegie, 1972; Carnegie, 1973;
F1e1scnman, 1972) and g%ate educat10n departments (e g , Oregon,. New. York; y

F]or1da), h1gh schools and co]]eges have begun to experiment more bo1d1y with

.
2 %
] . v ’ S s

13

v
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T

cooperative-destgn and delivery of many kinds of educetional activities.and

o'

<

services.

1

«

* A recent survey of art cu]at1on progyans (Wﬁlbur, 197 1) has revea]ed '

PO

_ Figure 1:- Four'ﬁeneral Models of Schoo]-Coﬁ}ege Articulation Pragtices C

1mag1nat1ve new approgches as wetl as more effective and extenS1ve use of 0pt1dns =I_

that have been avan]ab]e for some ‘time.

£

“*

11terature suggest that these: progtanis -can be organized within the conceptual”
. -* » e . .

‘scheme indicated in Figure 1. - - - "
- ' COURSE DESIGN. Yo \ )
v/ - - P' ~ ¥ R
Teaching™ . . Regular. Spectal’ .
- Responsibility Catdlog ‘Design * =

-  Chllege e e )

’ Faculty - . A ' B \
. - . v H.igh . : . .'.
S Schoo? _ ¢ b

g <. Facu]ty i T b, R

-

EY '--o—

Programs i a11 1our cells generally. have at 1east two charactenvst1cs in common

in college courses.

£

v

Y
.

-~

4

v
-

.
.

.
[

F

.

cred1t or e11g1b1]1ty for. adé%nced p]acément by part1c1pat1ng in?

cooperat1ve schoo] coliege program1ng

»

4’

AR

’

1. Recognition that ‘some’ high® schoo] students are capab]e of achieving

]

s

4

" This 1nvest1gat1on and a revien qf the .

2. Certain high. school students can and shOu]d be al]pwed to earn co]]ege .

.

’

Ce]] A of the matrix includess programs whose des1gn invalves regular’ co]]ege

cata]og courses be1ng taught by co]Jege facu]ty to non- T7tr1cu1at1ng high schoo]

[N

[

students Perhaps the most common type. of cooperat1ve program,‘iEJS des1gn» L
A3 -~

creates opportun1t1es for h1gh school students to take college’ courses, either
n . » L } s ‘ .

( T .A-6 .
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in their h1gh school or at a néarby campus, for co]]ege credgt wh11e s;nﬂ] -0

4
épnro]led 1# high schoo]' Often referred to as a sp11t day arranqement >

\

(Brener, 1968), this cooperative program1ng a]]ovs academ1ca]1y abde students

Py -

to- 1nteract with college professors, exper1epce co]]ege level coursé requirements,
and earn cred1t app11cab1e toward both,hf/h/schOOY graduat1on and bacca]aureat°

. degrees “(See Appendix A for,case examples of articulation practices that fa]],
within all four areas of the c]ass1f1cat1on system). : i . ~

- #
»  The second-category of program des1gn 1nc1udes programs that would . be ' \‘%‘\\\\

c]assTf1ed under Ce]] B “College facu]ty, often in conJunct1on with high schoo]

P

[N

’ representat1ves, des1gn Spec1a1 programs of study for advanced “high schoo]
S

. !

) studeqts. Faculty from the college, as 1nd1Cated on the matrix, are‘respons1b1e
° o~ -1

- for ciassroom 1nstruct1on nmong such programs are spec1a1'c011eges‘wh1ch g1ve

tx

-

h1gh schoo] studenfs the opt10n of comp]et1ng redu1rements for graduat1on and \

Voat Qhe same time, completing many of their 1nt1t1a1 co]]ege courses Other
?.

programs'are des1gned tp operate at the h1gh schoo] as part of a student s

T PREI

- * . ©
. . - j

e1°ct1ve program . .. - . e —

1S . = - . 1
- 4 . ~ .

‘if Programs fa111ng in Ce]]s C and D are part1cu1ar1y 1nte.est1ng because

of one bas1c under1y1ng assumpt1on 7At tge ‘same time co]]eges are recogn1z1ng

the ab111ty of h1gh schoo] students to/pmp]eteco]]ege work successfu11y, they
\ I (SR ]
‘ are a]so recogn1z1ng the capab111ty of the h1gh schoo] teacher to present college,
' 1eVe1 1earn1ng exper1ences (L1ndsay, 19?5?’ The basic premjse seems to be . -

. ' ~
1mportant in account1ng for many of the d1fferences in program des1gn bremer{

(1963 wr1te9/that articulation programs that are not “high school- focused" ,

- deny that the high schoo] has ‘the’ ab111ty to’ preseht a collegé 1eve1 course

The resu]t he observes, is that thé college rather than the high scﬁ/ol becomes
“the focal po1nt of accelerat1on and assdmes tuﬁs1nstruct1on eva]uat1on ro]e
.- . e, A-7 T . . - .

¢ . Iy ’ - -

. -

DY P
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Secondary schlools,‘therefore, serve merely to 1dent1fy students who they. fee]

A

. “ are capab1e of part1c1pat1on - . A o - - ) -

/

Type C programs are, by far the 1easf common of the four categor1es of

artﬂculat1on practuces Several co]]eges, 1nc1ud1ng Syracuse_gn1vers1ty, have

* /

programs operat1ng wh1ch g1ve high school students an opportunity to earn co]]ege .

.

|
Al

i )

‘ -K acred1t for/courses/taught by their high schoo. teachers. Specially se]ected high

<

T " school facu]ty are tra1ned by college facudty to offer tne program. °Usua11y, .

courses carry cred1t which is applfcable toward. high schoo] graduat1on require-

ments and* 1s transferable to- post e;ondary 1nst1tut1ons for cred1t or advanced

-/ ~

y p]acement toward’ degree requ1rements Since ex1st1ng h1gh schoo] facu]ty and
p fac}'1t1es are used for prdgrams fa111ng into this . ‘ea, tu1t1on can be kept

\ . ..
//{ ' remarkab]y ew (e.g., " 25% or less of on- ~Campuys cost). ' "
< .

/ //// A number of otheraprograms are included 1n the fourth area, "Cell D. Oncé

// C aga1n, h1gh schsol faculty are responsible for teach1ng coliege level, courses
. ya N
Standardized testing programs (e.g., College Level Examination Program, Advanced

. 'P]acemenf) often involve spec1ai1y designed courses of study that- resu]t in

/ .

norm-referenced scores or ratings which increasing numbers of post- secondary
!
" institutions are granting course exemption both with and without college

‘

cred1t (Co]]ege Entrance Exam1nat1or Béard 1974 B). Other cooperative exper-

N 1meﬁts involve h1gh schoo] and* cqllege facu]ty designing courses tnat are also.’

\

. taught by the high schoo] facu]ty and carry co]]ege credit \ .
... A]though slowvly. 1ncreas1ng in number and variety, such programs and ’ -
- opportun1t1es are st111 inadequate and are largely the result of local 1n1t1at1ve

rather than systemat1c educat1ona1 p]anntﬁg at the state or nat1ona1 level (See

4

Appendix A: Case oxamp]es oc current art1cu1at1on programs; Appendix B:
Y
Prel1m1nary cumpend1um of post-secondary 1nst1tut10n$ sponsor1ng art1cu1at1on

" i
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Jprograms) 7Severa] excethons, however deserve attent1on -A New York State

v

. e -
W

-study, comm1ss1on has recommended/a maJor reorgan1zat1on of * cecondary education

-~

that would give students.at least three opt1ons for\ErEHES 11-and 12 cont1nued
\\

b1gh school, ear]y co]]ege entraQCe or:vocat1ona1 training (F1eishman, ‘\972). —

Ewgld‘% Nyqutst Pres1dent of the Unxvers1ty of the State of New York and
¥

s Comm1<51oner of Educat1on ‘has invited the higher educataon commun1ty of New

H
York %o exoer1ment more bo}dly with the de11very of educat1ona1 services. « , -

"1 ’

- Nyqu1st<1eads a GUrrent study,\sponsored by the National Academy of Education,

wh1ch 15 1nvest1gat1ng ex1st1ng and proposed art1cu]at1on programs in the state

-

.in Qrder to°develop a compend1um of practices and po]1cy recommendat1ons for .

the- state.' Reg1ona1»conrerences of educators and pub11cat1ons are planned to

s ' <

” ’ . . " * ) - -
~\dis§eminate the information, The State of Oregon has developed specific ‘

sy

*quidelines which secondary and. poet-éecondary institutions can use to facilitate

apd Caﬂ1forn1a have a]so taken steps to make sys ematic art1cu1at1on an

» r

1mportant 1ssue and educat1ona1 priority. - |

R ‘. o ] ._-'d . i A .\‘ . , .. . .‘
Important Issues _and Problems - ~* N : oL,
- , ® .o < )

Inherent in most -of the cooperative efforts previously descrdbed is the
7.

4
3N

recogn1t1on that h1gh schoo]s and colleges must beg1n to work more closely

together to- e11m1nate peed]ejs curr1cu1um dup11cat1on between the two levels -
' .
and prov1de 1n othe; ways for a more effect1ve cont1nuum "Art1cu1at1on » @S

K1nt2er (1970 \p 2) po1nts out, "can also be described as an att1tude--the
1 2
react1ons.of personneT respons1b1e for studegLNprogress through an educational

§ B ‘ ‘ . ' '
s§stem and from one system td another " Cooperation and commitment will be needed

to re:o]ve a number of deep seated problems and barr1ers to effective

art1cu1at1on , .. . . ' o °
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l.. Epgngpﬁg,A Many problems interfering with successful articulation
practices are econohica]]y based and aﬁgéct both institutions sponsoring the
programs and those reégivjng the stddentsf‘_Certain designs, for ekamp]e, réquire

. .college %aéh]ty'to teach courses in the high school. Concerns'by high schoo]~
teachers related to job securitx,of%én occur. Mad?]] (1973) warns that

‘%ntigg]a}ﬁOn progréms'that résu]t in shortening the time required for a collegé’
degree bylone Of‘ﬁone\Egmeste;s could have potenﬁigi,fjsca] perils; particu]arﬁy‘

C . . . ¥
in the private secpor.‘;As credit-and_time requirements are reduced, colleges
oy . N . ’ - - .

méy’havé difficulty compensating ﬁor/the subsequeht-neﬁggzigf\jfafnro11ment.
ToStill anotﬁer consideration is/fhat coqrses"hbStfiike]y to be reduced-_through

&ticulation practices (i.e. large enrolIment, general education programs) —

cost the institution less money than do upper division and graduate courses
‘ , > -

’ gDreséer and Chapman, 1972; N.Y. State Education Department, 1972). Furniss
and Martin (1973) point ouf that the problem is not so much the transfer of

) L.
students or credit but rather practicing sound fiscal policy. If the

faéceptance of transfer credit helps an institution in some way to "ga]ance'

Y

. the books", then . students with such experiences will be sought. If not, bhey

H

will be avoided.

* ’

. |

z. Institutional and Faculty Au{;nomy. Nelson (1972) identifies other

restraining farces interfering with improvement of articulation.” "For openers,
we might consider institutional %ntegrity--you know, that feeling that‘yo& ‘

be damned if you'ﬁé;going to have another insti;gtion dictating who you'll

-

admit and on what terms, p. 10." He cites that ézgimiﬂar.reason_often expressed’

/ =

by.facu]ty members is that they view some of the yhruéts of articulation as
encroachments on fheir academic perogative to decide what to teacp and how to

teach it. Students who completé several general educatidh courses, for example,

T A-10 I | ' .
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. prior to college.admission and expect course exemptions with credit, may serve

to pre-empt faoo1ty decisions on degree requirements‘and student standing at

their institution. Oregon, F10r1da and ,other states have recent1y found it |

necessary to issue 1eg1s1at1ve guidelines to pub11c 1nst1tut1ons re1ated to,

B

credit transfer and other aspects of art1cu1at1on within the states.

- -
. - —
~

¥

3. Credit Transfer. High'schooi students participating in articulation

>

programs present tolleges withQa re1ative1y new, prob]em' what to do with students
who earned co]]ege cred1t prior to. high schoo] graduat1on Lloyd Elliott (1973),

Pres1dent of George Washington Un1vers1ty feels that transfer of credif must be

Py

made much easier, for students.than has been the case Among trad1t1ona1 1nst1+u-

B 's N
-

tions of higher 1earn1ng Co]]eges, he adds, ". must take into full account .

4“ oy

\\-ethe needs, 1nterests, and. c1rcumstanges of the students and put those matters

.
¥

‘ above\tne\Eonven\\nce of.the institution (p. 7)." -

e

Current]y, a great deat\of varlance ex1sts among 1nst1tut1ons as to the1r

- p011c1es regard1hg transfer What may be treated as acceptable for course

/
\I
exemption and cred1t toward graduation at one 1nst1tut1on may be f]at]y reJected

for cons1deratT0n at another instjtution.” Many Studies have shown the large ’

- numbers of variables 1nvo1ved and practices. that currently occur (G]eaier, 1973;
Creager, 1973;,Sg]eder, in progress). Among those bar;1ers to transfer ment1oned

. 'in a recent article by Furniss and Martin (1973) which may direct]y affect the

.a,recognition of credit earned iniarticu]ation programs are lack of standardization
of graddng systems, lack of agreement on core’curricula, lack of coordination
between admissions office and departmenta] reqnirements, and lack of agreement

on cred1ts from accrédited and non-accredited institutions. Factors such as the

student’'s choice of magor, his pers1stence in f1nd1ng ways through and around .

. v

. L€

e A-11
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the idstitutional system, and the college's current recruitment needs can 3

afféct:credjt transfer. The_ frequent lack of simp]icity,“?lex¥biﬂﬁty‘and con-

~

sistency of transfer policies and practices makes it extremely difficult for those

‘plannfng, operating, and participatiﬁg in articulaticn programs.
N i .

Obviously, guidance and cooperation from stéte and federal offices,

-

accreditation and testing agencies, professional associations, as well as top

- N

- level commitment within and'dhoﬁé institutions will be needed tq begin to solve
these and .other problems interfering with the establishment. of better articul-
ation practices. For the present, the spotlight will continue to fall on

programs resulting from local initiatives between secondary and post-secondary

- institutions. ¢ . ) * *
LS

P

3
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rangement with 14 local schoo] d1str1cts whereby qua11f1ed h1gh school sen1ors

r .
Looaom . -t N
' 24 \o .

d = ]
°‘ Ex N . -
Appendix A: ‘Case ExampTes of Current Articulation Programs . ;

- # - » ) .

j .
.
-
.

Y
K

_xee‘ﬂ : A
The State Un1vers1ty of New York at Fredonia ha= developed a cooperat1ve ar-

can enro]] in regu]ar freshman courses at the Fredonia campus wh11e they continue
If they can successfu]]y sp11t their days

v

to take courses at the1r high schools.
between the two 10cat1ons, students have the opportunity to earn 9 or more col- -
. Fre-

c

lege credits while comp]et1ng the requivements for high school graduation

L]

therefore, has some of the characteristics-of 'a Type-C program.
Another example with th1s category wou]d be, the cooperat1ve program between

Cham1nade H1gh Schoo] and C. w Post College, a branch of Long Is]and Un1vers1ty

~\\ngh school students who meet Post's adm15510ns cr1ter1a can earn both a high
schoo1 diploma and 30 freshman credits during their sen13r’§ear at high school.

by facu]ty of C.W. Post

Courses are‘taught at Chaminade, a pr1vate high schoo]
Students take a full 1oad of regu]ar Post freshman courses, not a mix of college
By rema1n1ng in the high school sett1ng, students can

and h1gh schoo] courses.
continue to participate in extracurricular activities, retain soc1a1 contacts,
1,

-

and receive guidance counseling and placement services

4
rg

A grant from the Carnegie Corporation assisted the State University of New

/Ixeeﬁ

York at Albany in opening the James E. ‘Allen Collegiate Center on the Albany cam-

pus.
Designed to abso
: >

; Jjunior year into a fu]]-t1me college schedule

[ . . ’ \

' A-13 -
17 -

! o
donia also. recognizes some work comp{eted’in,high school for college credit and,

-
.

The Allen Center accepts qualified high school students. &t the end of their
rb, 12th- grade '

i
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couyse work by e11m1nat1ng over]ap, students study ph11osophy, h1stor) ahd the

visual and written arfs in an 1ntegrated, 1nterd1sc1p|1nary curr:cu]um ‘ Facu]ty

from the Un1vers1ty design and Jo1nt1y teach the course offer]ngs With agreement

N -
from each student's high schoo], students ﬂomp1ete any rema1n1ng requ1reménts for

fees, and 11v1ng expenses are the same for the A11en Center students as for other *

’

high schoo1 graduat1on wh11e-{1n1sh1ng 2 full, freshman course Toad. Tuition, . 1
State Unlvers1ty of New York at A]bany degree cand1dates l

A proaect s1ated to be91n in September 4974 is LaGuard1a‘Commun1ty Co]]ege s 3
"(Queens, New York “Mfﬁd]e Co]%ege H1gh School. " Des1gned as an alternative to

high 'school, the program h11Y‘1n1t1a11y erroll 125 ‘tenths graders who haye academ1c

*

potent1a1 but are not ach1ev1ng LaGuard1a facu]ty membeﬁ? will prov1de the stu-

dents w1th 1ncreased reméQxa] attent1on counse11ng, and 1nd1v1daa11zed curr1cu- ¢
'1um a1ternat1ves After f1ve years in .the, progran, participants W111 be e11g1b1e
for assoc1ate degrees, caree?:sk111s, and’ othons to'transfer to a four-year |
* *
I L) ! .- . &, “ . P
co11ege . : s -
- T!’E’k E x - b ) . .‘ ‘ Bt )

‘(Refer to the descriptions of the design and operatiomn of Syracuse Univer-

sity's Project Advance in other sections of this report. )
’ \i e a "{\ . . ) - -,

Type D » N : . &
The State Un1vers1ty of flew York at P]attsburg\ Hudson Va11ey Comhun1ty

q

Co]]ége and Shaker Highe Schoo] 1n the North Colonie’ Schoo]»D1str1ct have cooper-

at1ve1y des1ghed a program to g1ve qualified.high school sen1ors the opportun1ty
R °f
to earn up to 24 cred1t hours ~of co]]ege work. Facu]ty members from the three -

ingtitutions have des1gned the curriculum and evaluation methodology. Special

. » ~

\ A-14 ' .




"seminars prepare Shaker High faculty who teath the courses at the high school.

w

Tuition‘is free and credit transfer is limited to the two partjcipating colleges.
* The Advanced P]acement Program, sponsored by the CoTlege Entrance: Examination 1(f

Board, enab]es h1gh schoo]s to -offer spec1a11y designed’ co]]ege 1=ve1 curr1cu1um e

in a nUmber of.- subject areas Co]]eges\part1c1pat1ng in the program grant stu- -

dents credit toward. the1r degrees, exempS1bn from requ1red courses, or p]acement
d@

in advanced igurses depending on their p rfonnance in the.Advanced P1acement Pro-'

~

l
gram to ‘be direct reP1acements for spec1§1c coliege courses The acceLerat1on of N\
the student's progress towards his educat1ona1 and career obJect1ves is an 1mpor-
tant goal of the program. Content and eva]uat1ve 1nstruments “for each A.P.

course are p]anned by a group of content spec1a11sts represent1ng both secondary

and post-secondary institutions. High scheol4teachers are responsible for teacb-s '4 <7
ing. a recommended course of:study in the high schoo].n Dual cred{t (hign schoo]l K
and college) is. often awar eo to program particinants. Only the.top 5-10% of
‘the student body (in terms of academic achievemént) usually enroi] and take the py o
examination. Cost of the examinations is approximately §30 each, - fJ
. ‘ \ - L.

w




Appendix B: ‘Preliminary Compendium of post-secondary institutions sﬁonsoring

articulation programs.

‘Institution - . .State.
1 "\: LR t‘ * S e “
. v '
_ Appatachian State University ¢ North Carolina A o
N o ' N . “ LY b
- ,Be]Tarﬁine College : . Kentucky
Lhapman Co]]ege T - C(alifornia
s C.M.-Post - '~ - . New York
s Dickinson College v . . ~ Pennsylvania '
. East Teias State University Texas '
Emp1re State Co}]ege o New York
‘F]or1da Tecnn1ca] Un1%ers1ty ' Florida . .
! v * ’ T o'
FullertOn JUn1or,C011ege ot California -

Hudson Va]]ey Commun1ty Co]]ege 'xUNew York

- - s N

5 Huntfngton College | “ A]abaTa .
LaGuard1¢ Eommuni ty Co]]ege + New York _ N
LaGrange Cdﬁqege s ) Georgia
Y Mar1st Co]]ege T o SN New York | ; .
Mercy Co]]ege - © New York
Messiah Co]]ege ‘ Pennsylvania~ )
. T oan . . M
Midland College: B - \,fgxas
Moorhead ‘State. Collede ‘Miplweépta
Navarrg Junfor qulebé\ S Tegéév -
&New York Un1vers1ty \\;f " New QOnk
Northampton County Area Communlty Pennsylvania . ‘
CoTlege )
3 N ST :
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Appendix B (cont'd)

»

Institution

01d Dominion College
" Regis College
Riverside City College
\Saginaw‘yalley Co]legé
Sa}nt John;Fisher College .
S;int hohn's‘University
Saint Louis University
.Schenectady Community Cé]]ege
Shimer Col]ege
Simon's Rock Co]1éée ~
Skidmore College ‘
State College at Brpckphrt
State Univegéityfof New York at
Albany: James E. Allen, Jr.
Collegiate Center

* State University of New York at

Buffaio N

State University of New York at
Binghamton :

State University of flew York at
Fredonia

o .
State tniversity of New York at

Oswego
" State University of New York at
Plattsburg .
Syracuse University. /

- University of Arizona
/ *

—

&

State

Virginia

Colorado -~

" New Ybrk
o Michigan
. "New York

< Ne¥ York

Missouri
New York
ITlinois .

N
-~

" Massachusetts

New York
New York
New York

-

Newr York
New York

Neﬁ York
o

New York
<

New York

New York

Arizona

-

©
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" An Invest1gatxon of Student,Art1cu]atgon Programs: T o /" ‘ ‘|
- Design for a Study . w
. R . p . » ] 1
‘ . " o
. . . -

. ' ' . -

No systematic comparative description of articulation pregrams within the .

. -

different designs has ever been done. 'Seyera]'neasohs can be suggested: ‘Indi-*

vidual programs; often deve]bped from local initiative to-respond to*a local ' s
speed (Corcoran, 1970), may hqve little press for infgrmation on the cpmparatiVe

advantages of the1r des1gn Few programs make any c?aim that their credit‘is ‘

transferable beyond the sponsor1ng institution or a 11m1ted number of cooperat- :
4ing institutions. Comparat1ve information, then, becomes a per1phera] c0ncern Y.
. A

Furthermore programs developed from local initiative seldom have the resources

-

to support this research.. The 1ack ofﬂbara11e1ed information on the various *

programs poses an add1tiona] obstacle to the effort. The type of infonmation

. * .

.co11ected by each program on its own students is “seldom the same. Furthermore, .
even when the data collected are on the same topie they-are se1dpm collected jn

-‘ - -
an easily comparable .form. The problem i5 certainly not new to higher education;

it is widely cited as the bane of .comparative resgarch in a number of areas
:(Powell and Lampson, 1972; WICHE, 1970). Still, it. imDedes,any informe¢

discussion of ‘the re]at1ve advantages and d1sadvantages of each design. ° RN

N—

~ One way to consider the advantages and d1sadvantages oﬁ the different
e
deslgns would be to compare programs from each design acrccs-a ser1es df important

issues. A set of these 1ssues are suggested ia F1gure 1 These items were’
drawn from a review of*the literature ang the experience gdined by the authors.

. . . y J .
* from the operation of Project Advahce. The' seventeer items group into five L
<

. : . L4
«

’ ’ . B—l
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-Location of Program

Type and K1nd of Institution
Sponsorlng

Student Populatiph Served

. Geographical Range Served

Program dationﬂdé and Ehi1oéophy'

-Motiyation and Source of - pretus
for Program DAVuIcpment

- Type of Cpurses,Oﬁfergd

" Course Development

Form'of Credit Granted -

Transferab1l1ty of Credlt,
Claims and Range .

Réministrative Structure
. "of. Program v

Role of University: Faculty
Role' of High School ‘Personnel
Sources "o Financial

Support for Program -
Startup and Contlnuatlon
Operational Budget

Cost per Credit Hour

F1n*nc1a1 BQneflus[Impact

¢« -to Instltut.ons .
- ’
B-2 .0 .
£
w
N s
* A

b
&
/
Generhlw

* Description

Program
Goals

’

Instructional Desi

Instructignal

Strategy

:

Einance




= ma1n categor1es genera] descr1pt1on program'qoals, 1nstruct1ona1 de31gn, g R
. ’ ' L d «
1nstrue£gona] strategy, and finance. In 1nvestlgat1ng thése issues, three sources

. of data are suggested a review of the 11terature, a comp11at1on of 1nterna]

. - . : .? .
¥ stud1es and evaluation reports coleeted by selected art1cu1at1on programs and
. . - . . . ’ ) % ’
t pr1mary designs. - . ‘. “- . ‘ Coos

' Th1s framework for compar1ng progwam q%’%?ns is 1ntu1t1ve]y sThp1e. Its
= 1 N
v1rtue is in the press1ng need for this type of 1nformat1on w1th the pro]iferiéjijy

]

v . . o ¥ ) .
.. . third, in-depth 1nterv1ews cgnducted at selected sites frgm_each of “the foyr , T
|
|
at1on of programs 11nk1ng the curr1cu1a of h1gh school and‘co]]ege the need
1
!

for comparat1ve study .has become c1ear. This study would provide 1nformat1on
]

- useful to h1gh schoo]s faced with a choice o?\pfbgrams from among d1fferent

S X designs It wou]d provide gu1dance to colleges and un1vers1t1es deve]op1ng

-

po]1cy regard1ng the credit studénts transfer from such programs It would

LY

resu]t 1n 1nformat1on that students cdn use.in cons1der1ng the relative merlts

. of d1fferent opt1ons that m1ght be available. Add1t1ona11y: the study.would .
grovide.{nfqrmation to institutiohs p[ann1ng to deve[op‘their\own cooperative
programs. | : . .*: ’ ’ ) ‘
t, < . ‘ .
. _‘ . R )

. o ' B-3°
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DISSEMINATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF . ,
PROJECT ADVANCE: FACTORS AFFECTING ADQPTION - . .

Robert E. Holloway

It is cr1t1ca1 for every new idea™hat the efforts of d1s=em1nat1on fall
[

on fertile ground. Recognition;bf factors which augment or impede,this process

.are matters of life or death for an innovation, and sqmetimes fbr~the innovator,

>

Q division of factors Jjnto ‘two groups for andlysis may be he]pfu] First,”
those factors which are part’ anq parcel of the jnnovation 1tse1f. is 1t big,
sma]],‘red; how does it smell; will it float; how much does it cost?. Secondly,
the characteristics of the potentja] adopters of‘the innotation: are they old
or young,.r1ch or poor; city or rura17 The'attenpt‘to develop generaiizations

about who-will do what (and when) rests on,the assumpt1on that theré 1s an

\

under]y1ng parad1gm or’ mode] If s1mn1ar groups make s1m11ar dec1s1ons, a

L]

model would help pred1ct Unfortunate]y, market1ng ageno1es, not educat1ona]

1nst1tut10ns, are c]ear]y the ]eaders in the app11ed art of prediction.

- e,

PrOJect Advance ger ge, 1is descr1bed 1n “detail in. other sect1ons of this

-

paper. PrOJect Advance is a different way of awarding un1vers1ty cred1t O

5,

-

t e

Loose]y def1ned, an_ 1nnovat1on or change is anyth1ng ‘whigch is d1fferent Thus,"

Project Advance may be described -as an 1nnovat1on and the 1mp1ementat1on of the

-

courses in a school must involve change Certa1n]y there are degrees of change,

‘

. such as those identified by Chin (l967) ‘These range frdm restructuring or -

—

basic §oc1a] change to m1nor varigtions and permutat1ops The most minor .

change, however, 1nvo]ves some~sort of process of decas1on making. WYsing. \

- st

vt . : . .
Project Advante to parce out characteristice’which affect rate of aabption
has a separate-value. Why, for instance, would a school adopt the psychelogy

. [ .. ¢ )' , . .
course but not the course in drug,educat1on;.uhylwou]d a:school continue to send

_ students to a nearby college fnstead of offering an Advance Placement or Project

.
o

H . . ) ’ R

(

R

»
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Advance course7 Why do some schools seek ovut and adopt several articulation
b
programs whilw others reject those that are 1afﬂ on the1r doorstep’

A

Characteristics of an Innovation BN ..

<
.

; ) P : . )
. Resgarch un innovation and diffusion is a relatively new area of inquiry

’

that appears to have evo]ved over the Jast twenty -five_years trom stud1es'w1th1n

PR}

such d1vergent fields as med1C1ne, market1ng, agr1cu]ture and education. The

state of the art’ is somewhere between a cong}pmerate of raw emp1r1ca] studies .
" L4 - F] h - °

and general theorjes of social change. - R

v

L4
0bv1ous1y, some c]asSes of 1nnovat1ohs spread more rap1d1y than others

Those wh1ch seem to thr1ve are r*ten nan nature changes. Toolamak1ng?

-

agr1cu1ture, the sciences generally., are more ‘rapidly and widely disseminated

and adopted than abstract concepts oy social changes ) _
Quest1ons which the potential adopter may ask about an- 1nnovat1on are

1

d1rect and to the po1nt Genera]]y stated they ure:

1. What are tHe advantagec over what we are currently do1ng7

2. Is this’ compatab1e W1th other 0n-going actJv1t1es? .
. ) 1 .- ’
3. How Complex is the ncw methqd?. L

4. Canwe try it out first with~low ri"ské/«v ® S

5. Is the process itself and/or the outcomes observab]e7 A

‘ Rogers (1971) lists these as factors wh1ch may af ffect the rate of adopt1on ’

of an 1nnovat1on 1) relative advantage 2) compatrb111ty, 3) comp]exlty,

v »t -

E 4) tr1a]ab1]1ty, and 5) observab1]1ty An 1nnovat1on whether it is new-math

or mar1Juana, ‘Taw or seed cern, is subjected to- these or- ,1m1]ar questions.

'It is 1nformat1ve though perhaps somewhat d1scouraging, to observe that these
Id ’

factors do not necessar11y re1ate to rat ona] proofs A proposed 1nnovat1on

o

-

»
.




~—— 4y be rejected by potential adopters for decades. then, sudden]j,;be~£erajded

)

as the way. to do thinﬁ%. The truth of an idea appears to have minimal inf]uence',
C on its adoption rate. - € R ' ] .. . N

0

T ) Know1ng the perce1ved advantages and d1sadvantages of the 1nnovat1on he]ps

'pred1ct dxff1cu1t1es in the dwffu=1on of the 1nnovat1on As advocatés for a
N

i . new idea, we are ofben sm1tten with the truth and’beauty of those changes which .
. ; :we are attempt1ng to d1ssem1nate An ana]yt1ca1 v1ew of the 1nnovat1on qua the '

1nnovat1on may her our perspect1Ve JAs we becomeafaca?e at. such ana]yt1ca1

'-". evaluation of 1nnovat19ns we will be forewarned of potent1a1 troub]e areas.

,  With th1s kind of knowiedge "we may either mod1fy the 1nnqvat1on or take special
care.1n 1ay1ng the gtoundwork for'}ntroduc1no the idea to potential adopters

> . As prev1ous1y ment1oned Progect Advance may serve as one such eiamp1e.

Re1at1ve Advantage The peTce1ved benef1ts of adopt1ng an 1nnovat1on are

s determ1ned by mu1t1g1e and 1nteract3ng facotrs Too often the proponent of a : '

change w111 compare new w1th old on a 11near sca]e e.g., Project Advance is

better than buss1ng students to co11ege campuses Snch statements ignore

¢ emot10na1 poi1t1ca1, and even economic trade offs, among Others. The sad p}éa
. s for cons1derat1on of an%\nnova*1on on a linear basis is heard %11 too freguently,
. usua]]y in con3unct1on with 1am1nat1ons about "politics” in educat:on :
Xh- ) Some changes may offerfan advantage on a linear scale vet offer iittie

o

benefit or, worse, bé a 11ab113ty in-other arenas of human endeavor A
’ conv1nc1ng argument showing cost effectwenesc if schoo]s are 1ntearated 1s not

11ke1y to sway 2 1eg1s1ator sens1t1ve to sor1a1]y reactive soc1a1 voting b]ocS . ‘

—_— An his d1str1ct. The proponent of a change must attend to these second. order *
effects, . - L Q; ?

~

One -approach is to simply state. the pros and'cons'so:there are no prdvate

“ .
’ *

¢ “ .
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‘

agendas. The assumption in such a move is thatcpub}ip disclosure is morally

. corréct, if not aluays_rewarding. On the pragmatic side, an open agenda-sets

.. the stage for dealing with second order prob1ems. Innovations that‘bring
unexpected wrath on the heads of adopters are often disposed'of’as rapid]y

and quietly as possible. An open discussion forewarns the adopter and enab]es'
h1m to prepare evidence ‘or any potent1a1 debacle Thus, an opeh agenda helps
get at secend order problems wh1ch may 1mpede adopt1on' The proponent can brtng
out the advantages as well d&s the d1sadvantages that might otherwise be
overlooked by potent1a] adopter. Further, the adopter is forwarned of sensitive
areas and can antictpate oraeven pre-empt:prob}ems. ‘

-  There are two'second order problems in Project Advance to which

. A ” l‘o . N * 3 L3 M
administrators appear sensitive. These have to do with finances and transfer

=
> %

credit.
The 1ega1 and political prob]ems of f1nance are never far from any -
administrator’s m1nd “ In ‘mpst d1str1cts, unexpected costs or questionable

- N e

expenditures create trep1dation about political \1 e., school board)\repercuss1ons
This is avo1ded by the d1§sem1nat1on of ;ega1 opinions on the collection of
tujtion by Syracuse University, the ro]e?thelschool ean and cannot play, policy
and procedure on the d%sposition of the funds, the costs which accrue to the
school d1str1ct as a part of the on-going operation, and poss{\ie expenditures
in other budgets, .such as add1t1ona] film ut111zat1on for the psychology course.
D1scuss1ons, pr1ntedtmater1als, slide presentations, and correspondence in

- initial contactsua11 state as clearly as possible the financidl conditions.. If
an appearanee at a Schoo. board meeting is necessary‘to fully explain budgets,
staff from the pngJect are available e1ther at the request of administrators

or volunteer thenr serV1ces K The reassurance that courses are not "moneyamakers

. ] . .
. ;
4] . . . . R
.




¥ o i
for the un1vers1ty is.one that is often giv@n. 'For those that have misgivings, <
53
a 11st1ng of categor1es of expensés in.:the operation, such as trave] for

un1vers1ty fa ulty to tne high schooi tra1n1ng sem1nars, or evaluation, ‘is

. he]pful in exp1a1n1ng where the money goes. In §ett1ng forth the advantages of

'adopt1on, the financial conditions are carefu]]y specified. This g1ves the
potent1a1\adopfer conf1dence in eva]uat1ng thé&r;ﬂat1ve f1nanc1a1 advantage.
The transfer of.earned cred1t is one relative advantage of participating in

Project Advance. A Syraguse University transcript is,an a rriori . .vantage in

¥ ? w

—<having preV1ous work accepted toward cred1t or advance standing. The size and

status of the 1nst1tut1on as well as the face validity of a transcript over a

' test score, work in the student!s favor. Additionally, the recent history of

";

student transfers indicates. wide acceptance in commun1ty colleges and other

prest1g1ous 1nst1tut1ons such as Notre Dame and Dartmouth To those familap
- “y i
with transfer’ prob]ems, such acceptance is. unqua11f1ed success. What is the

<

,cost 1n goodw111 however, of not carefu]]y highlighting those exceptions, no

i

matter how b1zarre7 The cost seems to. be one of enrollment prob]ems in future
. sect1ons of tne courses in the schoo] 1nvo]ved Problems travel the informal
‘student grapev:ne rather than administrative channels. ,
By the end of the first year, the adm1n1strat1on is a vested interest in the
_iprOJect and is more of a proponent of the innovation than an adopter. Typically

5

they have llttle ‘follow-up information on students. The students having difficulty

in transfer1ng cred1t are 1n the unrespons1ve setting of their freshman year,

b

) uniure vihere to turn or who is respons1b1e, but articulate, and perhaps angry,
when talking to Brothers Sr sisters still in high school. Students in Project

,Advanqe courses.aré usually socio-economic cohorts, so the news or problems travels - -

fast. Sooner or later tﬁts kind of transfer preblem surfaces. When it does,

I

. - )
t5 o~
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the project staf% gives tﬁe student's problem full attention: .the record is
checked to‘hake sure a transcript was requested (the most fréquept problem),
the qp]Tége i§¢ contacted, course descriptidhs are sent and, on request, course
materials and evaluation informat%on._ The administration and staff at the high
schools are not upset whén such problems emérge since .the project's staff has

. been careful to emphasize %heiﬁ desire‘td follow up when such difficulties are

e

encountered. Usually the teacher or guidance counsalor phones for the student

or students involved. . . :

I

The stimulus for thF dissemination of fhe procediire to follow when transfef_
prob]ems‘are encountered came through'administrators and teachers from parents.
Thisyques;i;n%ng ocgurs.before money is collected but after Project Advangpahas

."been accepted for the following yeér. The exceptions to.tranéfer credit being.
;ccepted, primarily the Ivy League institutions who réﬁognize little credit
other than intra-institutional (and sometimes not éveq that since Ha}vard often,

L ]

refuses to recognize its own summer school credit), must be highlighted. THhé

assurance that credit is widely accepted becomes a,creQibiJity problem when a
few studehts report the exceptions. ‘In short, with poor handling a re]atiye
advantage of Projéct Advance credﬁt can become a perceived disadvantage. In
initial contacts with schob]s, shrveys of trahsfer credit po]igies are nanded
oh£ and, at parent and.student meetings, the procedure for tran;feV and the
exceptions are noted and/diséussed. Thus,, an open agenda provides for a
baaénced evaluation of #eiative advaﬁfage and either pre-empts proﬂ]ems or
provides ,the mechanism witl. which to deal with them.

Relative advantage is perhaps the most imporﬁant factor in the adoption

of an innovation. While there are other advantages of potential consideration

and study, the most iqﬁeresting is the variance among the different publics A

Y [y
LY

»
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bivolved in Project Advance.

3 . The relative advantages of participation are

; , .
d1fferent tor aduinistrators, pareats, students, and the university. This

howed.up early in the nterviews done by an ndependent evaluator on the

: 1t-was repeated in

/
objectives nf the staff and administrators in the project
- (Chapman,

f )
,l -]
the results of a ranking of objectives in the 5Spring of the same year

That parents are interested in xeduC1nq college costs ‘while teachers

/ »

As |

/ 1974).
; are interested in offering a well.desighed course to agressive students is not "
a drauback. ln'fact it would appear that « éucc@ssfyl.innovat1on may offer .
' This j
* !
1
J

something to almost everyone, though the "something” may not be the same

-

is usually a de;iranle state of affairs, as any salesman w111 testify
however, we frequently limit our 4tfentlen £0 a single group without

wediICators,
pointing out the advant\gns to those tenaentially involved. ThlS step- is cr1t1ca1

when the tangent audiencd is in a gatelenplng capac1ty (Have1ock, 1973).

L Compatability. [t dppears that the 1nnovat1on wh1ch 1s ‘most 11ke1y to be -
ﬁ closest to what is a]roady being done. PrOJect Advance -

adopted 1< tnat which R
5 nore Tllelj to be Qggp?ed n a srhool that already has an art1cu1at1on program.

ceems redundant, ‘and may “be in some cases, but the rationate for

Ay
>

\ This adoption °

"such programs has already been accepted More interestinb are the course

fer1ngs within participating schools.
In both instance$ thp va]ues of ex1st1ng programs are t“ansfered to Proaect

ThlS is not to say there are not 1nstances of radical change, but such

. Advanpe.
: depﬁttures are usually associated with some extent need and involve a simple
}, and appears to be

v / -
“unfreeze move-refreeze" or homeostatic “change (Guba, 1968
The causesamay be more situation specific than

&

. /// difficu]t o generalize.
/ evolutionary change. : c
// ) Evolutionary change impiies gradual, continuous, and incremental modifi-
/ cations to an existing structure. 7513 description titg better than homeostatic
. , .. \
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or nwomobili\t1x (pia;ned; change. However, the recent policy statement by the
&’t;ard uf Fey mxtf‘ atrm‘miy"xuppm‘t.». articalation proarans and may leod to some
phnnfd (hauu]p . . ) .
The indications of evolutionary (hanqe are tound n the selection of courses’
by adopting scheoals.  Of the tive tourses offered through Project Advance,
(Eneiich; Psycnelogy; Religion; Music: Brass Methods: brugs in Perspective)
English 1s by far the most widely.adoerd. Nge&less to say, English is thé
closest to existing curricular offerinys and appears to. invol¥e less risk. The i
two courses most at variance with existing offerinas are !e]iqion and‘Druqs. 1
And, in fout, these two courses have been offered at only one schoo] each even 1

1

1
thoudgh as ruch ar rore data on course e;femtlvenece is available and both offer \ e

_more options than English or Bsychology. In short, it is not the course itself,

but is Similarity or compatibility with e«isting subjects in the curriculum. .

The observation may be made that an innovation is unlikely to gain wide

# acceptance if it is a radical- departure unless a crisis situation exists. " The

more dasstmlar the new idea, the longer it may take to be widely disseminated.
- L4 ') .
* Conversely, the claser the 1dea is to existing values, the easier the dissemin-

atfbnvprgcess; other factors bein§ equal.

If the change is incremental, the initial contact idea, assuming variety in,

~ »

the 1nnovat10n, should be that most compat1b1e with ex1st1ng pract1ces The .

1nnovator w1;h a radically different idea and mixed or unperce1ved relative ,

b

advantage must take a sober-and phllosoph1ca1 me1n in time progect1ons for

-~ [}

dissemination and adopt1on. ’ IR -

* Complexity. Roger§ (1971) generé]jzes that the perceived ", ..complexity

Y . s ) . .
of an innavai1on.;. $s negatively related to its rate of adoption." There are
. v 3

those among us, of course, ‘'who are t1t11ated b/ the complexity of an idea o¥ -

e o~

object. Be that as it may, the majority of potential adopters prefer simpler

.
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changes when a éhoice is available.
Project Advance is pércéived as relatively simple by most adogters. As a
factor for adoption, the jdea has a positive appeal. In the implementation of
prod};ms, there is typically @ trial period after initial adoption. The project
appears to be.in the most danggr at this point from creeping bureaucratic
comp]éxity. Demands and requests for descr%ptive and evaluative information
swell the ngmber of forms sent to teachers. Additional records and data create
a perceived coﬁp]gxity where none need éxisé. Jncumbgnt as it is on any. organ-

L]

jzation to justify itse]f simple survival dictates a close watch on inhreased

comp]ex1ty as an act of V1rtua1 canabalization. 4 S

Trialability. Another term, divisibility, prev1ous1y used by Rogers (1962),
é a1ds in describing this factor, The ability to try a small part or "trial
plot", of -an innovation reduces the perceived risk factor. Differentiated -
staffing is a s%ar crb}séd innovation becaugg it is perceived as difficult tg
try on a limited basis. . \
Project Advance is fortunate in<that'two tfia] periods exist, the summer
sessions for teachers and the gradual addition of courses and, sections. TEe

-

summer sessipns give a district's teachers: an opportunity to delve into the

. . program in detai] without committing the district to the offering of courses.
The ability to offer one sect1on of one course enables the d1str1ct to try the
idea with 1ittle risk. This has the added practital advantage of fam111a#1z1ng
the district with the program and working out any probiems while they are small.
Districts that plunge in with large offerings take the chance of having any

. errors magnified. . |

. : Innovations which do not lend themselves to diviéib?lit} for trials are at

a disadvantage.'?Diﬁisibility, such as the free sample given by a candy company,

b ]
carries little risk for the potential adopter and encourages trial. .-

P | ' ‘ C-9
e . . ' s ‘ 33




“ .

Q§§g£yabili{x,- Jo optiﬁize this‘facﬁor an innovation should be demonstrat-

ible, .quantifiable, and brief. Hunting and wa¥fare offer some of the best examples -

of optimizatjon, e.g., a new method of spearing fish; boison gas in World War I.

. . . A "
Educational. innovations rarely posess these characteristics. oma

a8 .
Two approaches suggest promisel in PrOJect ;avance ) related observabie

phenomena, such as un1vers1ty textbooks or ID cards, and 2) previous eva]uat1on

results, tuch as test results. or hours earned. ‘These 1ndqrgct characteristics

are better tﬁan no asosciated or directly obserQaBle phenomena. The time span o,
{nvo]Qed in obtaining quantifiab]é results works against observability and,

because of the lag,,the results are diluted in'impécti The associated phenomena,

such as uhiversity st§?¥ in the high school, increases awareness but may more
appropriately be classified as a'relative po}itica1 Jr. status advantage. More
directly tang%ble phenomena simply are not extant. . .

Education generally suffers from s]ow dissemination’ of ideas because of o

their lack of "observability-ness". A few re]at1ve1y recent 1nn0vat1ons, such .

’

as dr1vers training or aud1ov1sua1 equ1pment are obsnrvable and thus easier N

»

to disseminate. C(hanges such as "the' inquiry approach" or behavior modification"

. .

are not easy to observe, difficult to demonstrate on call, and abstract in

results” . ’ W .

The procedure which seems to work best is "observability" %n a vicarious
madner: films, television, newspapé?s;'or other mass\communications; including
mai]ings'and professional journals.  New Taéh and BSCS are recent examplgs of

abstract or difficult-to-observe concepts that were spread widely and rapidly ' i .

"through extensive publicity.

L

Project Advance has been fortunate in obtaining coverage in several publi-
cations and other media. The number,.of inquiries from'areas where television

news or interview shows haye been aired are clear indications of the

4 , I

c-10 ’
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“observability" of the program. ConverseTy, schools reatively close to

districts of fering PFOJCCL Advance courses are often‘unaware of the program
Observability, for most educational innovationss -is more apparent than real.
Nevertheless, in the dissemination of abstract jdeas, it may be a determ1n1ng

r'd
.

factor in the yate of adoption. - ) ¢

Characteristics of. Adopters

<>

-

* If the characteristics of_the_innovation are held constant, there remains
the differentiation between the ddoptor as opposed to the non-adopters.
Most stud1es of adopters versus non-adopters have reported on individual
character1st1cs. Since the schoo1 system, rather .than an 1nﬂiv1dual, adopts
Project Advance,-it may be more descriptive to determine schoo1\system charac--
teristics. ' v ‘ -

The program is in its second year of operation dpd suﬁﬁicent data is not

available to make any genepalizations about those districts that.adop; as

opposed to those that do not. Any description of the districts should consider

L 4

the following varib1esl ) s

1. Goals- formal statement as indicator ¢

nNo

. Faculty Characteristics a) disétp11ne orientation vs. teao;]ng
.. S ,

L

. b) degree‘

. Workshops- Inservice- (Workshop days per year; Formal inservice support) .

. Size of faculty (Tota] by discipline) (10-11-12)

-

3
4
5. Size of student body
6. Ey1st1ng articulation programs
7.

Percent of College bound students

4




&

8. Income of community - 7/

N " - - -

9. Unions and p ofeSS1onp1 organ1zat1ons ’ -

10. Parent associations

" 11, Administratiie’organtzhtion (burr?cu]ym~cofordinator; other staff
pos1t1ons) ‘
12.'D1str1ct size- geograph1ca1- popu]at1on (Weighted- use p%p den51tyD
13.. Number of course offerings by semester (Titles) (by desc1pt1on)

14. Turnovar of facu]ty- adm1ntstrators- How new top adm1n1strators?

N T '

15. Educat1ona1 level of CSA- income ~ - : ' ,

[
16. BOCES: Number of 'co-op Rrograms- % of students involved- geogr7phica1

Y

distance - X
L If there are d1fferences between adopters and non-adopterS\ oF bétween
ear]y an,)gate adopters, the efforts spent on dissemination of an 1nnovatton
“may be d1rected at the most 11ke]yad0pters Considerable evidence has accumm-
& u]ated (Car]son, 1964 Have]ock 1973; fM1]es, 1964; Rogers and. Shoemaker, 1971)
| . -on commona]1t1es in ad0pter groups and the ways. which 1nnovat1ons are d1ssem-
inated. "It w111 be a logical rep11cat1on to descr1be the d1ssemrnat1on of

2

Project Advance.in the next few years.

.
’ . . v '
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THO ISSUES IN THE EVALUATION OF STUDENT ARTICULATION PROGRAMS
., . ] i . . S
David Chapman

-

. - Some basic questions about the benefits of articu]atﬁon‘programs have yet
| to be answered. The advantages to students and parents ‘in terms of time and
. money seem app@rent and ahpea]ingf ‘The benefits to the hibh,séhbq]s in off- .
setting senior boredom and extending the curriculum have beeﬁ,wide1y ch]eﬁmed,
(Caxneg1e Commission, 1973) However, little empiriéaﬁ examination has been
g1ven “to what persons enrolled in Such programs want most from them Secondly,

little attention has been given tQ what colleges accepting credit fiof these
. . [ z\_ . } :’
. programs gain from doing so:: . N

» ~ One’ response to the f1rst issue was a study to identify what students

enrolled in Project Advanée and parents of those students, consider to be the

>

most 1mportant outcomes of that project from a numben of poss1b1e outcomes that
had been identified. The study was one part of the project evaﬁuation, developed

from a point of view within evaluation literature often-termed ”responsive

»

evaluation” (Stake, 1967, 1970). A number of writers advocate evaluation

o

qesigns that, while attending to specific objectives of a prdgram, also identify
the Judgements of relevant aud1ences in terms of the1r own pr1or1t1es (Walberg,

1970; Stake, 1967, 1970, 1973; H111 1973; Hubbard, f§73). In that sense, the

eva]qation is "responsive". ®

-

In the Project Advance study, students and -parents were asked to raté .
. R A
each of 33 statements as important, may or may not be important, or unimportant.*

* )

- t d [

~*  Tne statistics of the study have not~been included in,this, discussion. How- ‘
ever, a more detajled description of the study and ana]ys*s of data will -be
ava11ab1e in severa] weeks from Prbject Advance.

/
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Each statement represented a possible outcome of Project Advance, for example

“If 3 student does well in Project Advance courses, he/she will do wef] as an

” t

The 33 iteﬁs were selected from a larger item pool which was -

aundergraduate.,
developed after a review of the general literature pertaining to high School-
college articulation prograns_and the evaluation documents of Project A@Qancé.
Results of the eva1uatien suggest that the.equivalence of the courses offered

'on and'off‘campus is the most important goal of the program to students and
pa?ents a1ike Both groups rated the ‘comparability of work load, equivalence

,of grad1ng standards, and equa1 credit for equal work as pr1or1t1es A tight~_
second werghthose statements re]at1ng to continued ass1stance from the Un1vers1ty

in‘setting up, operating, and eva]uatjng Project Advance courses in the high .
I ) . x

' w
schocl. Again there was a high level of agreement between students and parents.

At the lower end of the ratings were statements dealing with favorable .
L . PR
publicity that ‘might be received by Syracuse University, Project Advance or

participating school distwicts. While both students and parents rated these -

outcomes as least important, there was more disagreement between the two groups
A%

as to the'qegree of their unimportance. Parents were more concerned than students -

L4

-that the Project and the local schools receive favorable pub]tcity.
. \ f "
Intenesting1y, neither parents'nor students thought that parents' views

-
-

should be an important consfaeration‘in establishing the goa]s of Project Advance,
a]though the two groups d1ffered in the strength of their st1t1ons Thirty
percent of the parents rated that as an important goal wh11e only 17 percent of *
the\}tudenfs did so. - e f o &
The ,findings from this study challenge some of the 11teratyre‘and much 6ﬁ . b
* the specu1ation surrounding stugent and parent goals for a high\schoo%-co11ege
articulation'progran. Statements dealing with a student's change in attitude

14 N )
. . s s




toward co]]ege or about his own ab144ty~to~do~we11 1*F_gllege were not h1gh1y
rated. lhose goals deaT1ng with the Project Advance experience as_ a pred1ctor
of col]ege success, adJustment or 1nterest fell 1nto the middle range. of the
rank1ngs Items relating to .the, Tow cost of credit also fell toward ‘the m1dd]e.
These f1nd1ngs run-counter to preva]ent specu]at1on They focus the néed
.to empirically emedne the pr1or1t1es of persons for whom art1cu]at1on programs

-

are deveToped to serve. In this way, these programs can better respond to
‘the needs and goa]s of the Tearner. v ,
i(An Aside: The jssue of equ1va]enCy needs an additional comment A

PR " -

centraiicladm of a]],art1cu]ation programs is equ1va1ency. The course received

by'hjgh school- students is expected to be comparabTe in aTT important resgééts

to the course received by the college students "Howéver, the press for evidence\'

.
-

a~,

. H
of th1s equ1va]ence may vary acrass the four des1ghs when a course continues -

to be taught by a college faculty member and onTy the locatian and70r aud1ence

var1es, questions of comparab1]1ty are often m1n1ma] * However, when the teaching

[N

responsibilities are extended to. o+her persons, part1cu]ar1y when those persons.

Y

did*not participate in course design, the press “for evidence of equ1va]ence .

develops uery ouickly' The dmportance attached t¢ the equivalence//gtween on-

and off- campus courses by both students and parents may be part1cu1ar to Pepject

Advance due to the 1mportant ro]e of h1gh schoo] teacvic s 1n that des1gn ) .
A second basic’ 1ssue in the eva]uat1on of art1cu1at1on programs ne]ates to

*

the benefits accruing to the colleges thaf studentq from these programs attend

k4 - . ¢

What benefit is received by the 1ncreas1ng number of co]Teges be1ng asked to
accept the credit students bring from such programs’ A study %omp]eted in 1972

for the New York &tatey§ducat1on Department 1nd1cated that lower-division

-~

courses cost only about two thirds as much as upper division courses at the

. e =
]

-

.

L
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undergraduate level (Dresser and Chapman, 19/2 p. 65) StudentS~éntEring
- . cbdllege w1th advanced stand1ng are.apt to, bypass cqurses that ope::z:\if' °

e . . i7 ¢« o. g
‘ ]ower cost per cred1t hour and- move dvrect1y°to more expens1ve advanced courses N
¢ [x} <

Co11eges may stand to 1ose mpney There is_no ev1dence to 1nd1cate that thws RS
‘posswb]e ‘loss of eéonomy is offset by attract1ng otherwise non<9011ege bound Z \

v students to co]]ege.‘ In fact, students and parents 1nuo]ved w1th Progect AdVance ‘e E

Lm \)\

. d1d not evefi’ see the. st1mu1at1on of intefest’ in co11ege part]cu]ar]y 1mpor* ‘ P
. (—ﬁ*j Do

4 LI

. . tant out come of that program The 1dent fication .f the benef1ts accru1ng to :

o

{
-,‘ ° % (-

the colleges accepting cred1t needs further°1nvest1gat1on. . oL ;ﬁ\% .

- . ) e 2 . v

-

. . In summary, it has been argued that the pr1or1t1ésa::,th9f§roups mos§ dTrect]y %

serVed by an art1cu1at10u.program need furtner consider Prevalént . . : ¢
A . 20 ~
specu1at10n on the outcomes most valued by’ students and parents ‘has not been ©

-
v . g

&

‘ confirmed in the Project Advance.exper1ence. Some°new specu]dt1on has deveioped @

. . - 2 N . lf ﬁ

o ‘Secondly this section raisedjquestions about the,ga1n or ]oss.to the COE]@SES:{).

- - N “ar -

. accepting credit students br1ng from these programs. e we %

~

&- . . - - .
., N . - e 77 L
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' > _THE EVALUATION OF PROJECT ADVANCE: . S

THEORY AND PRACTICE
) ’ Anne, Hubbard . /
-:a\, ) '
\\’ o " This eegtion will report on some of the'eva]uatjon activities carried ;’ -
EP i -out during~the initial year ef the project and thevielationship of these activities
w‘f’ ’ to some of thg(lnvent 1ﬁterathne on evaluation. The evaluation of P;ojéct ‘
.« .

Advance was pndbab]y not very d1fferenf from other eva]uat1ons of 1nnovat1ve
educat1ona1 prdgrams, but’d1d possess some un1que concerns growing out. of the
design of the project and of the eva1uat1on b,

~ > o ¢ ]
R Michael Scriven (1967) gave prom1nence to the two. roles of evaluation-- o

S * formative and summattve S1nce Ser1ven s artdicle first appeared, maﬁy eva]uat1on
~stud1es have had a format1ve and summative piece . Theexperience with this . .
T prOJeetﬂhowever, has léd us to guestion the viability of these‘roles. P}oject,

) .
%

b Advance had an in-=house formative eva]uator and two summative evaluators--an

- outs1de consuttant and, an in-house eva]uator Both evaluators collected data

N

wh1ch could be used eﬁther for format1ve or summative cons1derat1ons . Because .

'
3

the eva]pators areas of .expertise complemented rather than overlapped one .

another, the two ip-house evaluators relied on each other for technical assistance,

3

: thereby reduc.ng even further the line between format1ve and summative eva’ uat1on ¢
T Thfs experience’. may be un1que to this prOJect but most likely i¢ not. The

sharp d1st1nct1on drawn_in the 11teratdzefggtueen/format1ve and summative
eva]uat1on may not a1ways'be’a§'E’ear1y def1ned in practice.

ghe eva]uat1on of Project Advance S, flrst year was an effort to combine

t

; some theoret1ca1 framework w1th the practical restYa1nts of reality. The over-

- ‘ ’ L4 *“ %
//F r1d1ng theoret1ca1 framework within which this eva]uat1on was couched is Robert

+ »

Stake S notnon (1967, 1970) o? responsive evaluation and the effort to build a

.
4
.
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descr1pt1on,of the prOJePt by means of ‘the evaiuation deo1gn. ihf' =
‘ An. eva1uat10n is respohs1Ve 1f 1t "orients more directly to program " '2§
) actﬂy1t.es “than to program 1ntent if it responds o, aud1ence requ1rements for

; . . < > N

/ . 1nformat10n, and if the d1fferent va]ue perspect1ves are referred to in report-

£ g *
™y

1ng the. success of the program (Stake, 1973) ‘} p b e uefl

. S, . i , {{‘: -

LT The,use ornm]t1p]enwasures 15 very 1mportant Ain respoﬂs1ve eva]uat1on in

* T EEE saaN -t
building a ccmpreheps1ve portra1t 6f a program. Resu]ts from var1ous types.of 1

; -

’; . measures lends more va]1d1ty to the eva]uatlondthan/do recults from ONg;z: ﬁ:A

=z 2

- measure. Mu]t1p1e measures a]so help satNSfy the requ1rements of au\Jences w1ﬁh -
d1fferent backgrounds and 1ntere§ts for understandable 1nformat1on about th@

o, ]

prOJect. The PrOJect Advance staff used interviews, questiopnaires, rating

\spales, and discussion groups to build as complete a des 'ptiod as_possible of

~
v

‘this project's first year of operation. ° . ;

‘%o

£ -y . .
One ‘of the main concerns was the primary audiences' need for information

. “to assist them in running the program smoothly. The_designs of both the form-

ative ahd'summatdve evaluation were drawn up thrdﬁgh a’ process that included -

: N

"discussion o. 1nformaf1on needsof teachers, adm1n15trators (pr1nc1pa]s,
~super1ntendents and duidance counselors), facu]ty, project staff and off1c1a15

from, the State Department of Educathon. While statistical procedures were
- carried out where nécessary, it was felt'that this was not the most useful -

information for project personneél on a day-to-day basis. Therefore duantitative

summaries were played down ‘in favor of qualitative information gather%d from

* ¥

‘the groups concerned. ' .

*

Because the courses implemented in the h1gh schools had been developed by

an agencysotherLthan the prdﬁéct staff, the more normal ‘concerns of the forma-

* A

tive part of the evaluation weré changed. The courses and materials had been

operating on the University camphs.and had undergone some evaluation there.

v
-




% ()' '.' .
. /o . ‘ ' B

The evaluation of the courses for the project therefore had three foci. The
« A
- e ’ : . . {07 /
comparability of outcomes on campus and in the high schools was"a crucial concern

e *

~

for granting university credit to these courses in thé‘high school setting.
Continual evaluation of the, cdurse materi;1s was @%rried out as was;doné ok
campus. The third concern--evaluating the implementation of university courses
in a high school setting--provided some of the mdst interesting and unexpected
information. o1tuat1ons which never occurred on‘a co]]ege campus became very

crucial to the successfu1 “implementation of the courses in the high. schoo]s

4 -

Other measures were used in collecting information concerming the .process

El
‘.

of the courses in the high schools. Students‘wére asked to give their major

likes and dislikes of the course and the reasens for these coices. Comments

wereé also collected on each unit in psychology by means of evaluation forms on

.

the unit test. Constant contact by project staff with the uniyersit&'facu]ty3

the teachers, and-school administrators kept the staff up-to-date on prog}am

g

activities and alerted them to potential problems before they became very 1arge

An often d1scu<sed but possibly 1éss used prapt1ue that proved to be one of

v,

the most valuable sources of information were the one-day teacher seminars
i held fpr each course each sémester‘ Academic, logistical, administrative,
. and 0 her course re]ated’concerns were aired at this time and so1ut1ons dis-
cusseJ with proaeqt s:caff° Stddent concerns were often relayed to_proaect g
staff by the teachers. These seminars Slso provided the teachers with a chance
to meet together to discuss the course in each school and to share jdeas and
so]utiop% $o common problems. The sessions were taped and providéd“éxtreme1y -
valuable information to the project staff in setting up the -project for the.
next year as‘wé11 as in completing theiprogram's first yeaﬁ. ) : ‘
Anothgr major component of thé evaluation which follows from Stake's

1

E_3_ ' -
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framework is the collection of the judgments of worth of the program from the //*

various audiences concerned. ‘ ///

.The evaluation of Project Advdnce served to focus the attention of th

staff to issues in evaluation theory as mperat1ona11zed in this 1nnovat e

program. =The particular administrative structure of this .program and/the

requirements for information helped to blur the formal distinction/ﬁetween the.
formative and sumnmative efforts. The framework of responsive e;;i/atioﬁ proved
the mosu useful in d1rect1ng the thoughts of the project Sti;f in designing the
eva1uat1on plan. The 1ack of previous programs -of this fype to offer information.
for 1mp1ement1n§ thls prOJect and’the natural inclinati oh of the evaluation

staff gave direction torthe type of evaluation to be/égrried out. Close

cooperation and comnunciation among-the various groups involved was fac111tated

by the des1gn of the evaluation. B //‘

S

————— —— .
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'REPORT OF GRADES: DISTRIBUbeN ASSIGNMENT, AND- VARIANCE

-

*

R1chard L7 Holloway -

ot

| . ‘ : .
INTRODUCTION g .,

. The purpose of this first eva]uat1on report 1s to describe student
achievement in the first semesters operation of Project Advance. The

data has been collected from.four major areas.

‘“»‘,’ ‘ R v ~
, Lo 4 .

Variance within schoo]s.

.~ Variance W1th1n coyrses. o - v

Student Ach1evement at the beg1nn1ng of the program as compared

to: program goa]s

W N =

4. Student Ach1evement as a.base Tine for compar1son W1th other
' similar programs and for future cdmpac1sons

4 - ~

Several qualifications and limitations should be noted: It is not '

the intent of this-report to make statements of attribution. Some
specu]at1ons may be made from the data, but attr1but1ona1 -claims are

,premature at th1s point. Proaect Advance claims equivalence for its

courses and ones offered on-campus at!Syracuse University. This report
neither refutes nor supports that claim. This report is an overview of
the students' achijevement in Project Advance in the first semester of
the 1973-74 academic year. ST

A paper describing the rationale, organizatjon and operation of
Project Advance will be forthcoming.

-
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DISCUSSION OF DESCRIPTIVE DATA:
The tables and figures that follow are a report of the first semester's

activities at Project Advance participating high°§chools‘ Please note that
schools are represented by lettérs. It is essential that schools’ anonymity ’
be preserved. Each table and figure should be considered separately, since\&'
Tetters representing schools in one figure do not necessarily correspond to
those in another. ¢
5 . z - ‘ _—
Section Si;es:

o

-The data ﬁbntqined in Table I' represent the number of enrollments in
each of the particfpatfng nine high schools. The data. is< broken down
according to course, and totals are given for each course as well as each
high school. Below the table is the total school enrollment for each of ,
the high schools. Although 1i}t1e correlation was found between size of
high school and number of stddent§ enrolled in the project, it is

. instructive to compare the section size with the gchodl'enro11ment»to

obtain a perspective on the .relative size of the projgdt. Schools in this
and subsequent graphs and tables are anonymously listed-as A, B, C etc.
The number of students (N = 396) is less than ;hé number of enrollments

(N = 462). This is due to the fact that 66 students were‘cross-enr611ed
~in more than one course. ' ) ' ) .

- e T S S " SO S8 T S Gt Gt G G P =t L G e WD NN am e R T G S o - . -

- . - " = " $5 " = e Wa W - iy - TV - - - -

Grade Point Averages: -~

'G?A (Grade Point Averages) for each course, school, and course/within

-school is contained in Table I1I. The grand mean (X) for all schools was 1

2.9080, based on the standard University system of A = 4.0, B = 3.0, C = 2.0:
Please note that gradés Tower than "C" were not recorded by the University,
$ince ‘the minimum transferable gradé is "C". The only exception is
Communications, since these gfades were compiled by the University rather
than the Eartjcipating high schools. Where there are b1anks under schools

or courses, this isbecause the course was not offered at that school.

. 00 BT W - 59 Gt s SO D T = n P G T e o S Wy e N o - - - - Y -
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l
The d}str1but1on of the contributing means to the grand mean by high
school is presented in Figure one. Distribution by course are presented in

f1gures two, three, and four. The d1spers1on, represented by the standard

' dev1at10n, s computed from course means in the cases of Eng11sh and

Psycho]ogy This weights each of those schools -equally in the computat1on
of the ‘grand mean. (figure 2 and 3) Since only two schools offered
communications, thé standard deviation was computed from individual student
scores (figure 4). Standard deviations are represented by the broken lines,

~+ 1 standard. deviation from the mean. *

7
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Insert Figures i, 2, 3, 4 about here

Ass1gnment of Grades:

Figures f1ve and s1x indicate the grade ass1gnment by percentage of.
each of the schoo]s in Eng]1sh and Psychology. The percentages are based
on the total number of 1etter grades g1ven for the areas of F1ct1on and
Poetry for the English course. In Psychology, the grades are the f1na]
reports Please note that because of the design of the English tgurse,
the "first semester" denotation is an artificial distinction and represents

. student achievement at the point of about February lst, 1974.. Some students

may have attained letter grades in Fiction and Poetry subsequent to that
date. Psychology reports were finalized as of February.-1lst. The semester
distinction was an operat1ona1 one for this course.

- " - P - - > = e Tm m S v TP AR AN e e b e S om O s s T Al o

v - 8 - v o - = O% -t - - - - " - S s m S D ms = AR v 4R O

One note of interest: Theoreti¢a11y, students may earn credit in Psychology
after the semester is over, provided they finish before graduation. However,
there were no cases reported where students wished to take this course of
action. Therefore, the Psychology reports are complete records of student
achievement as of February lst. Those students that did not finish the
course indicated their intention to drop befdre the 'end of the course.

. e .
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Assignment of Grades--English: .

Figure 7 ihdicates the percentage of students who received .passing
grades for the first semester in Project Advance English.. A slight negat;ve
correlation (r = .55) was found between size of section and percent passing.
This is oot sufficient to warraot any predictive ability. Please note -
that once again,_schools are represented by letter codes. The nuwber

passing is above the broken line bar. The percent passing is indicated
inside the broken bar. _ o ,

——————————————— o - s -

- = Insert Figure 7 about here

PO~y piy..- g pupy g e

N FINAL REMARKS: ‘ v
The pilot year of Project Advapce is‘completed. It was‘successful in

a_number of areas, not the Teast of which was the intense involvement,
cooperation, ana’ enthusiasm on.the part of students, faculty, administrators, '
staff, and parents involved in the project. We have }earned é number: of
important, thingsfrom our p11ot year, and as we grow into a large operation,
.will apply the Suggestions from our part1c1pants. The 1974-75 year will
involve some 45 schools from all over New York State including the Syracuse,
. Buffalo, Albany, and New Xork'Cjty/Long Island areas. The projéct will '
not suffer féom this growth: we wi]i maintain our posture as a service
to the secondary/post-secondary ooqgunity.

7
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. TABLE 1 % - e T ) ‘

- R " M i~ . . . . <
~ . FIRST SEMESTER ENROLLMENTS BY COURSE/BY SCHOOL - N
SCHOOL A B c fr D i F G- H I ~ COURSE TOTALS

. ; V/ 1 .
ENGLISH 29 s0_ 60 44~ 38 29 .-- 21 85 . 296
PSYCHOLOGY -~ 27 20 20 18 21 .38 - - 144
COMMUNICATIONS T | e 22
AND" SOCIETY - ‘ . .

- - h i ‘ \\\- .
. - ? M ) 2 \\\
TOTAL \ 29 8 8 75° 5 50 38 2a 25 7 462
X - =
: s :
- \\\\\ n*
\ /. . .
\ S : —_
* \\\ ¢ ? ’ r E]
P i 3 -

O
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J
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FIGURE 3 . . .

. Distribution of Grade Point Average : _
o Psychology 205 = . . .. . o
/. First mm.ﬂmwmm.ﬁm« L

>

- ¢
. ~,M.
20} . Y . ‘
- o . ‘ '
. : N —
\—.Ol. ) \ . ’ Y ~
h ) ° ° . - -
v .\ h ' v ’ N .A N
% . - .- - > ) ' ) -
: . — — ,
; — - _
SCHOOL: A B-. - . D E C e

-Note: Letters representing schools in one figure do Wiot correspond to-letters uséd in others.

AY

- -

. . -~

B B
e, . . v




.4” . . “ . B
| . \. AN v ”
- e L, ’
) ° ’ - . [l ° ’ » » - ,
*SJ43Y30 uL pasn suallal 03 n:onmmt._oo J0U 09 24nbLy BUO UL S|OOYDS mcﬁ:mm.méw.» m..»mppmh_ 1 930N- |
) ] ) - 2T .U .t
m_ J\ e OCHOS W..
. ~ ) !
. . , , (O'L
. . y Y ,
- . . o
» ) ° . ' W
R , , W
“ . R . o_Jof W
W : . _ . L |
. .Io . ) . W
v . . : .
w LTL=GS - | 0¥
, . 66°L X ... . . W
. . . - N ey . /.
B fc.mmz pueliy..... ‘ © . o 0°2 =19
- . o~ odeloAy ~— ¢ joIsaWiag w4t - 0 =8
S . . upnnqasig  speln
. . -~ C . . . . T
. ¢ A91D0G . pue SUDITEDIUMUWIOD) . |
| ° - ‘e ‘ ~ ’ e .m
AT & S SR ) +




100

650
40
30"
207
10 _

2|

\,

‘ ..m\uocwm 5 A ,: | |
. . o

i o . .

.o English % BA's W,

; " Grade §Bs . - -
. Assignment © BC’s oot
First Semester - . .

. . co
* "

»

7T 7T T A7 7 A

SCHOOL:

L3

Note: Létters represe

-~

:wﬂza‘moroogmqws one figure do not correspond to Tetters Used in others. _— ]

/r/n. /J . . . . “a

. . <
. . . . . « N . *
< A - N . . N N . B . . . B

Q
ERIC

-
.
.

.




<

.

*SJ49Y10° UL pasn s4a139] 01 puodsaJJod 70U Op 3UnblLy UG UL S|O0YDS BuLIUSSILdaL mg,muum._ :3j0N
. . v D J\4 - *TOOHOS
. .m" ‘g . c oL
: -0z
,, 0
. . . Fp]
: e ¥ OF
. . .- Tos
T S - 09
- LE W - 0L
\ - . . T8
SPRIDONE Jaysowes Isiy - e " . TO06

v

Kol
Sd 8
SV.B

usSLwudissy - ST _
SpeIy S - F00L
o >mo_o£u>mm X ST

. ¢ - 7 .

IC

9 FUNSIJ S .

-

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




70

60

50

40

SCHOOL: A -~

<A

%,
‘ 7~
44
3 _ 38
m .
H i ¢
TR T S SR A0
N R T o0 !
o R
: N 1 M M
I N
* H ; i :
s. : 1 ) : .
_ S SR T D
Tt

o

>

B

' # in Section @ - M#vmmmmam .

wﬂvwmm of total

FIGURE 7

N

.
4

W
t
|
|

Number/Percent
passing in each section

: of m:m:m‘r_‘.

First Semester

3

Lo

.......

o
i

Pl
T S
o1

56

3.,
m.mh«.m :
,

\]
T

per school

E

FOR ENGLISH 101

—"
F

-

(..\%
G.

&

.

o)
PU 4

Note: Letters representing schools in.
one figure do not correspond to letters
used in others.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




Asxistapt Viee Chancellor for Inbtructional De velopment.

. » -

7

Syracuse University Project Advance

“hie seotion on the background and first pear's operal ’on was zoz=i?:tc:z by Ehe

Syracuse University News Burcau in conjunction with o». Robert M. Diamond, -t

Project Advance is an effort by Syracuse University to bridge the gap be-
tween high” school and college. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in .
its August 1973 report cited the needs and problems in this bridge building. pra-
cess. * The report called for an end.tg the needless duplication bétween high o
schooL}and college programs and for the awarding of college credit for college

work completed in a student's high school senior year.
The/PSen1or1t1s“ Problem ' e

/ The Carnegie report pinpointed a problem which hxgh school principals and
'teachers have long been aware. Many students complete all basic requirements-

-for college admission in their junior year. Consequent1y too many students mere-.

ly mark time in.their senior year, especially after they've been accepted f%

college, and are victims -of ‘what is loosely described as "senioritis" or aniex—

tended "goof-off" period. _ A
A number of methods have been tried to beat the problem of sendoritis with

vary1ng degrees of success. One a1ternat1ve is for students to study and take

advanced placement tests, thus be1ng ‘able to omit some ﬁreshman courses wh11e
1n college. However, the tfests “do ot. always, mieasure adequate]y what arstudent
knows or would have the opportunity of learning if he yere to take the courses
Another approach has been for college facu]ty to commute to high School cam-
puses and teach courses. Immediate problems are the 11m1ted number of faculty
for such programs, travel limitations and costs to the sponséring college. '
A third alternatwve has been for some students to travel  to co]]ége campuses
for course work. Here, too, the prob]ems ar1se of costs, schedu11ng and geogra—
phy (not all high schools are conveniently 1ocated near‘fol1eges with such pro-

.

grams). . . ,
The fourth alternat1ve of students sk1pp1ng theik h1gh schoo] senior year’
has an inherent social and psychologicaf prob]em _While some students may be’

ready academically for such a move, they may not be willing and ready for social
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or psychological reasons.
Project Advanece Beg1nn1ngs )

Syracuse Un1vers1ty 1n1t1ated the Center for Instruct1ona1 Development
(CID) in the summer of 1971. Its! or1q1na1 intent was the improvement of the
' academic programs on campus with pre11m1nary emphasis being placed on many of
the large group Tower division courses. By the fall of 1972, CID had worked
. closely with the SU faculty and had redesigned and field tested a number of ex-

‘ “isting courses and had 1mp1emented several new ones.

‘ Several Syracuse area School d1str1ct super1ntendents had contacted the
University's Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, John James Prucha, and asked
for help in solving the prob]em of "senioritis." Prucna asked Robert M. D1amond,
Assistant Vice Chancellor for Instructional Deve}obment and Director of C;D, for
program suggestions.

Diamond and the CID ‘staff studied the problem and. reported back® the propo-
sal that became Project Advance. Diamond's Jideas were different in two maJor
aspects from any of the methods already attempted in allowing high school sen1or
t6 earn college credits. o

‘F1rst; co]]ege credit courses in a high schoo} would -be taught‘bx the
school's own faculty members. The teachers selected would have stropg back-
grounds in course subject matter. ,The teachers would be trained by SU faculty
in evaluation techniques and methodology. A1l courses offzared would have been
field tested and wou]d be 1dent1ca1 in content, approach and evaluation to those
of fered students at SU. SU faculty would go to the h1gh school tearhers in their
schools per1od1ca11y and work with the teachers Two grades would be,1ssued for
each course-- one for high school credit and Qne for SU credit. It woJﬂd’also
be possible for a student taking a course to earn high school credit ana not
' college credit. o ‘

Second, the SU credit hours earnea by a h1gh school sen1or would be accept-
ed at any 1nst1tut1on that accepted SU transfer cred1ts PThus a student could
earn co]]ege credits in .advance and not be tied down to any one institution.

’P110t Project Advance
Diamond' s,proposa]s for. Proaect Advance were accepted by Prucha and by a
representative group -of department chairmen %deans, and facu]ty with the under-
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standing that the project would have to be self-supporting. Diamond and CID
staffers met with area superintendents and principals. Five coursés that had
been restructured and field tested by CID and SU faculty were brOposed‘to be
offered in the pilot school year of 1973-74. Funding for the summer teacher
training program and the evaluation of the overa]]‘projeciiwas obtained from the
New York Stdate Department of Education. ' .

Pﬁinéﬁpals and superintendents were enthusiastic about the project. Rodney
Wells, superintendent of Jamesville-Delitt School District:

"I am tremendously elated with Project Advance in our school
system. There are many criteria by which to judge this.
First, is the positive word of mouth which has led to an in-
creased enrollment. This past year 94 students were enrolled
in psycho]ogy and English courses. Next year 121 will be
enrolled in the program. Often, a student's senior year
.may not offer the meaningful experiences ‘that he or she has
experienced in the past years. However, with Project Ad-

~ vance, an entirely in-depth experience has Been made avail-

" able. I hope the program will eventually be expgnded to in-
clude an entire freshman year of courses."”

Richard McGee, principal of Jamesville-DeWitt High School:

"The response to the Project Advance has been excelient. The
program has been successful with students ‘and parents. Of )
the 44 students enrolled in psychology last year, 39 com-
pleted the course. In the English course, 56 of 58 finished

“successfully. We have a vast range of-sen1or electives here,
but the fact that students can obtain college credit, I feel,
has made the program successful." »

Fritz Hess, superintendent of East Syracuse%Minoa School District:

_"The attitudes towards Project Advance have been great! The

" courses have given the seniors a new perspective on their ,
school work. They're actually working for something. Usu-
ally seniors slow up, but the program acts as an incentive

for students and at the same time upgrades our school pro-
gram. The enrollments For the English and psychology cour-

ses have increased over 50 per cent for the coming year.'

The high,schoo] students participating did not have to travel but remain in
their schools. No additional faculty have to be:.hired to teach the courses.
The coursés are taught by teachers as part of their regular teaching load. The
courses offered had already been field tested, and their students were able to
try college courses while sti11 in high school. ‘

The fee and cost structure was nominal compared to on-campus tuition. Stu-




dents earning co]]ege’credit would pay the overhead costs for SU's support facul-

ty consultation, reQu1ation and evaluation. A student would pay $50 for a three-

credit course, faY Tess than “he would have to pay if he were a freshman on the

SU campus. In add1t1on, a school district cou1d select any number of the five -

courses to offer in its district.

Five school districts from the Syracuse area decided to try Project.Advance
for the pilot year. They were East Syracuse-Minoa, Fayettevi]]é—Man]ius, James-
ville-Delitt; Liverpool and Syracuse City schools. A sixth district, Lewiston-
Porter from the Buffalo area, also expressed interest aftér learning of the pro-
ject from a former student then at SU. The Lewiston-Porter district gave added
dimension and an opportunity to test the project outside of the Syracuse area.

Course Qescriptions were written and preliminary paper work completed. Ad-
vance registration was held in the participating high schools. .

More than 60 high school teachers, selected by the participating districts
and approved,by'thé SU faculty, assembled on the SU cémpus for Project Advance
training in the summer of 1973. They worked with SU faculty responsible for the
~ same courses offered to_ freshmen on the SU campus. Workshops dealt with method-

ology, evaluation, and tailoring of courses to meet the individual\schedules of
each high schools. ’

' Project Advance opened in the fall of 1973 tn nine high schadls, with more
than 300 students enrolied. Courses offered were 'drugs, communications, psy-
chology and a .two-semester course in freshman Engiish. The courses were designed
on a unit basis, with evaluation at the conclusion of each unit. Students were
eva1uated in their performance in the courses and were asked their general reac-
t1on to both the project and the specific courses in which they were enrol led.

The high school teachers met regularly with the consulting University faculty
and, as a group, twice yearly to discuss what they had done, what worked and
what didn't.
First Year Results
The pilot year proved successful, generating nearly 3,000 SU credit hours
for high school seniors. “ Communications between high school teachers and SU
faculty were good, and probiems in administration were able to be solved.
Robert E. Holloway, Coordinator of Progect Advance, and now Assoc.ate
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Director of Project Advance in the Center for Instructiona] Development, -
reported that parents and studénts were enthusiastic abg&t‘coiiege credits from
a maJor 1nst1tut10n at a modest cost. Stndents succe%sfui]y comp]éting courées
for college credits were provided official SU ttanscripts for use at other
schools. ’
"Administrators veported that participating high school seniors had become

much more aggressive about their studies and that the project had done much
to cure cases of senioritis. The participating teachers reported that they

enjoyed the cha]]enge of teaching college- ievei courses and working with highly -

motivated students.

“Most of all," Ho]]oway said, "the project was a public service to the
community that really helped in the bridge building Pprocess between high school
and college." . ,

Continued Growth )

By the conclusion of the pilot, year, plans were in progress for overall
expansion of the project. CID received inquiries from school districts.across
New York State. More than 40 school districts n, the state's major urban
areas-and on Long .Island will be partiQipating in the 1974-75 school year.
Holloway reports.that Prdject Advance is now the largest program of its type
in the nation with more than 1500 high school students preregistered for

course work this fall.: ’ .
. Over 100 teachers received training this July on the SU campus for the
Project's second year. Sd faculty and project administrators also conducted
sessions the first week in June for an additional 80 teachers from the Long
Island area at the Nassau County Board of Cooperative Educational Services.;
The State Edncation Department is continuing itéafunding of‘projéct training
and evaluation costs. High school teachers are not paid additional money for
teaching the courses but do receive college credits for their training from
SU. ,

- The five courses to bg offered next fall are Human Values, Psychology,
Perspectives on Drugs, Music: Brass Methods, and a two-semester course in
freshman English. As in the first year, all courses are identical in content
to those given on the SU campus.
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